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S«Kiurltj Xrafotmatioaw 

■IS August 19$'* 


SSEHORAKDtM FCKs Participants in the USSR and Southeast Asia Ar-sa Fyogr®!» 

conducted by the Office of Trainings atw 19$2o 

SUBJEG? s Evaluation of Prog 


The Office of Training wishes to prepare an evaluation of the taro suttir 
area programs held during July and August© This evaluation depend® primarily 
on your asses smentao It will be used for guidance in planning future reiri'.d 
programs Q four contribution of comaist and constructive suggestions will I &• i 
ssueh appreciated (It is emphasised that collection ef only favorable^ or t r - 
favorable comments is not the object of this asssesmsnt » It is desired t# I 
assemble objective favorable and unfavorable comments as guidance for plait. ng 
future related programs )© It is suggested that your remarks include ®camk£- ■ 
on the following points© 

la 0o you feel that this type of ayes program can contribute 
to increasing analyst effectiveness? If so s why? If not* why not? 

What t ype of program, would be sac®® useful? 

Do you feel that this particular program was useful to you? i 1 
If so 9 hcaft If not, why not? i ; 

3o Please comeat on the following* 

a® Content and scope of subject matter (Particularly* did y s 
feel that it was relevant or irrelevant to your normal work prdf / 
that it was possibly relevant p but of & nature that it 5® mm'jmi 
analysts in your coagponeni necessarily have before they ®m sptlliy 
for ube work for which they were eaploys&f that it was relenwrit^ I ufe 
too general or 'too specif!®®) 

h a Msnaer and Method of presentation,:, 

T±m allotted for eoura® (Was the number of wsete Sradi«| 4 t«%, 
adequate or excessive? Was th© period of two hours for each s©Eti ji a 
too short s satisfactory* or to© long?) 

dp Was the balance between lecture and discussion satisfaet 4 w ff 
or do you feel that it would have bsea helpful to haev® asccrs disc 4 sign 
' or less discussion? Would you favor having certain period® devoid M 
entirely to discussion of selected problea®? 


CGRF2DETOX4L 
Security Infoermafciett 
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I 40 Do you approve of the policy that students not be required t > 
do collateral reading or prepare papers., or do you think it would ba 
both reasonable and useful if students expected to do limited reading 
and preparation of papers? 

In addition to your remarks on the abort, points, any other coaaenfcs 0 ? 
suggestions that you may wish. to contribute for ^ovemeiit of future 
program--, -will be appreciated® 


Please forward your written comments tq 
luildirg as early as possible., 


Room 1301, "I" 


25X1 


In general, I think the summer area program was quite successful. Nearly 
all th"e lectures were in some way related to the analysts’ work, and, I believe, 
nearly any contribution to his ' background knowledge of the area will, to home 
degree, increase his effectiveness. • 

The effectiveness of the program was .hindered, to a large extent, by 
('1) the disparity in the training and backgrounds of the people taking the 
course, and (2) by the lecturers' understandable lafek Of understanding of tfiis 
situation and/or their inability, within the ±e± limits of the program, to lecture 
on the intermediate and advanced levels simultaneously. 

The program was useful to me, personally, as a review of the history a ad 
politics of the USSR. The course on basic economic theory, although not directly 
applicable to my work at present, and quite helpful and informative. 


Because of the high degree of specialization in the work of this division, 

I doubt that it would be possible to devise a study program which would be 
equally helpful to all participants. The history lectures in the summer program 
were very good background for those w ho were unfamiliar with the history of :fhe 

llectures showed considerable thought aqd 


Soviet period. I thought 


preparation, and, for the most part, covered well the main points of Soviet history. 

field, however, ~±s not primarily Soviet history, and. his more a danced 
students found certain errors of fact and interpretation in his lectures. Gki the 


other hand, I thought that 


Lectures on Soviet political theory 


and practice were possibly too advanced for a number of the students, and this, 


plus the difficulty some had in understanding him, made comprehension of hia lecture 
difficult for khme. I, personally, found him the best and most stimulating of the 
three lec turers and thought h e was quite a good choice to deliver that series of 

lectures on basic economic theory were helpful to 


lectures.. 

many of the students who are' not trained in economics, but he is not primarily a 


iUM WliV v»*i*-*w.* ww ^ — — — — — _____ j , * - 

Soviet economist, and his information on the Soviet economic systemjps incomplete 
and out of date. Here again, sari: an ’’expert” on the Soviet economic system would 
be necessary to satisfy the intellectual demands of the more advanced students, 
while for the others, a more comprehensive picture of the Soviet economic astern 
(emphasis on Soviet , rather than CONFIDENTIAL economic ) would have been 
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helpful, (I took such a course several years ago at The American TJnivesity 
found it quite helpful in my work, which is not primarily in economics. I would 
highly recommend such a course for this division.) 


The time-place element, I felt, was not entirely satisfactory. While I ithink 
the lectures should definitely last for two hours, there is no doubt but that rany 
people become restless and inattentive. In some cases this may have been dua to 
the pressure of work piling up; and to a large extent, I think, it was due tcs the 
fact" that it is difficult to sit and take notes in a folding chair for any length of 
time. Furthermore, the saffill room and air-conditioner were insuH’igcient to pc ovide 
enough fresh air to keep the students alert; although cool, the room was 3 tufty and 
the air stale. Judging by the way attendance fell off (due partly to summer 3 eaves) , 
I would say that 80 hours was too long for the course, primarily because of we>3?1c 
pressures. I would suggest 2-hour lectures, three times a week, for 8-10 weeks. 


The balance between lectures and discussion was satisfactory to the -xtept that 
lecturers provided ample time for and encouraged discussion. However, the disparity 
in the experience and training of the various students made discussions difficult: 
the poorer and less well-trained students were understandably reluctant to s!©W their 
"ignorance" by asking questions, while many of the better informed students Instated 
to "show off" " by asking questions or becoming involved in discussions, . Most oo the 
class discussion was carried an. by the same half dozen students. Passably elf)?fcntary- 
intemediate lectures in Soviet history, politics, and economics for the less btt-amed 
students, and lecture-seminars for the advanced members would provide a solution. 
Lecture-seminars devoted to specif ic.. problems selected in advance by both the students 
and instructors might prove helpful, and .these more in politics and economics Jmn 
in history, for our purposes. In' either case, I believe some outside reading 
should .be strongly encouraged, _ if not . required. 


In gam general, I think the summfer training program was quite helpful and, 
should be continued. . , , 

25X1 


3 September 1952 
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